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Welcome to the 2015 Aerospace Manufacturing Attractiveness Rankings. In
December of 2013, PwC released a research paper on the US aviation manu-
facturing industry: Aviation’s Second Golden Age: Can the US Aircraft Industry
Maintain Leadership? In that paper, we released our initial aerospace manu-
facturing attractiveness index. Receiving a favorable response to this index,
we have updated the rankings for 2015 and made some improvements to our
methodology.

The 2015 index primarily uses a weighted average of variables. For the global
ranking, the three categories of variables are costs, industry size, and infra-
structure/stability/talent. For the US state ranking, variables are categorized
under tax rates, operating costs, industry size and educational attainment. The
analysis looks at how countries and US states compare against each other in
terms of their attractiveness as locales for commercial aircraft manufacturing
and provides an interesting view on the wide diversity of options to locate sites
and/or R&D facilities.

Major enhancements from last year’s global rankings methodology include the
addition of infrastructure, regulatory and corruption metrics. These additions
help provide a more robust assessment of the manufacturing environment in
which the aerospace companies are (or will be) operating. Refinements from
last year’s rankings methodology include the use of proportionality in our indus-
try rankings to better reflect the size and scale of the aerospace industry among
countries (e.g., the US has seven times the number of suppliers as the next larg-
est country).

This year’s state rankings now include the addition of a separate category for
tax and the use of ‘effective’ tax rates instead of ‘statutory’ rates, which better
reflects the various tax incentives offered by states. Operating costs now reflect
both industry wage rates and overall employee wages which provides a better
gauge of wage dynamics in the state and a more appropriate weighting to labor
(relative to other expenses).

We hope you enjoy the second annual aerospace attractiveness rankings and
analysis and welcome a deeper conversation regarding the findings and its
potential impact on your expansion strategy.
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Global rankings and commentary
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Top ten countries by rank

Infrastructure/

Cost Industry stability/ Overall
Country rank rank talent rank rank
UnitedStates 5T . 20 1
Singapore 7 140 3 2
Hong KongSAR Ch|na ..................... 4 ................ 1 42 .................... 5 .................... 3
SW|tzer|and10 ................ 141 .................... 2 .................... 4
Un|tedK|ngdom ........................... 21 ................. 12211 .................... 5
Canada11 ................. 13410 ................... 6
Qatar ......................................... 1 ................. 14219 ................... 7
LI n|tedAr abEm|rates ....................... 2 ................. 1 42 .................. 20 ................... 8
Luxembourg14 ................ 142 .................... 8 ................... 9
Ireland12 ................. 142 .................. 2210

Source: Oxford Economics; World Economic Forum; World Bank, Capital IQ; OECD; EU;
PwC analysis
Note: Please find complete study results in appendix.
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In the global manufacturing attractive-
ness index, the United States ranked
#1, compared to #4 in the previous
ranking. The US rank, and improve-
ment, reflects the overall size of the
industry and the addition of propor-
tionality to the industry metric. The
US aerospace industry has more than
seven times as many suppliers than
the #2 ranked country—the United
Kingdom.

The US industry rank was sufficient

to overcome moderate rankings in

the cost and infrastructure/stability/
talent categories. The US ranked #51
in cost, the lowest among the top ten
countries. Considering the cost cat-
egory, the US is competitive in terms
of pay and productivity (ranked ten),
but #101 in tax cost. The US ranked
#21 in the infrastructure/stability/tal-
ent category. Within this area, the US
ranked well in most metrics including
scientific research institutions and
research services, but ranked #47 in
STEM education (Science Technology,
Engineering, and Math), dragging
down the overall ranking which was
the second lowest among the top ten
countries.

Other countries remaining in the top
ten from our prior analysis include
Singapore, the UK, and Canada. New-
comers to the top ten were Hong Kong,
Switzerland, Qatar, UAE, Luxembourg,
and Ireland. Arabian countries UAE
and Qatar are placing more emphasis
on the aerospace industry and have
very low operating costs and taxes as
well as good infrastructure and educa-
tion. Switzerland was #2 in terms of
infrastructure, stability, and talent,
including #1 in STEM education.
Singapore ranked #3 in infrastructure,
stability, and workforce.

Netherlands, Germany, Spain, Poland,
France, and Belgium were countries
that fell out of the top ten. These are
generally higher cost countries that
were impacted significantly by the
proportionality modification to the
industry rank.

Considerations for your
business

Expanding foreign markets, such as
China, India, and Brazil, offer sig-
nificant opportunities for US aircraft
manufacturers, as demand for aircraft
continues to swell in those regions.
Such opportunities can drive both
international and domestic expan-
sion. Expansion in global markets

also carries risks including intellec-
tual property protection and human
resources issues such as talent recruit-
ment, training, and retention, an area
that can be particularly difficult in
some of these markets. Companies
with supply chains expanding over-
seas (and in Mexico) also face new
questions surrounding the soundness
of offshoring; indeed, some compa-
nies are reconsidering re-shoring back
to the US, as a supply chain strategy,
for a host of reasons.

As demand for aircraft pivots to other
parts of the world, questions arise as
to how prepared is the US to enter a
new era of competition. An impor-
tant consideration for US companies,
educators, and policy makers is
promoting the skills and policies that
will support investment in growth in
the US.

Global rankings and commentary



State rankings and commentary

W15 MWe6-10 MW 1115 MW 16-20 MW 21-25 [ 26-30 [ 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50

Top ten US states by rank

Tax Opex Industry Education Overall
State rank rank rank rank rank
Florida 14 21 5 12 1
M|ch|gan10 ............... 25 ................ 318 ................ 2
Oh|o ........................... 2618 ................ 117 ................ 3
Utah ............................. 5 ............... 29 ................ 7 .............. 22 ................. 4
'\}i'réi'r;i; .......................................... 3419 .................................. 5
Georg|a ......................... 8 ............... 311116 ................ 6
Newyorc 7y gy
Texas 39 16 4 9 8
M|ssour| ......................... 4 ................. 7 .............. 34 .............. 24 ................ 9
NorthCaroIma ................ 25 ................. 9 .............. 221510

Source: Department of Labor; Tax Foundation; EIA, Census Bureau; PwC analysis
Note: Please find complete study results in appendix.
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Among the state rankings, Florida
maintained its #1 overall rank from
the prior year. The state rankings

were very close. Florida had balanced
metrics. Its best score was industry
rank #5, with competitive scores in
taxes, operating cost, and education.
Michigan, Ohio, Texas, Georgia, and
Missouri remained in the top ten. Ohio
reported the #1 industry rank. New-
comers to the top ten included Utah,
Virginia, New York, and North Caro-
lina. New York had moderate rankings
but was helped by an overall #1 rank
in education. Virginia was #6 in taxes
and #5 in education, more than offset-
ting higher operating costs. Utah had
a strong industry rank and low taxes.
North Carolina ranked #9 in operating
cost and overall competitive in other
metrics.

California fell out of our top ten

list. California ranks #1 in industry
employment and aerospace suppliers
and #4 in education but its overall
rank was dragged down because it was
#43 in industry growth and #46 in
operating cost. Washington State fell
from #3 to #12. Washington was #7

in industry rank and #10 in educa-
tion, but in the bottom half in terms of
operating cost and taxes. Pennsylvania
and Arizona also fell out of the top ten.
Both states rank well in industry and
education, but have higher operating
and tax costs, particularly Pennsylva-
nia which ranked #46 in tax cost.

Considerations for your
business

While this ranking by no means sug-
gests the ‘best places’ for aerospace
manufacturing, given that companies’
individual criteria for locating in a
geographical area vary so widely—it
does, however, provide an interesting
view on the wide diversity of options
to locate sites and/or R&D facilities—
most especially for those suppliers
which do not need to be based near
OEMs.

Thriving in the new competitive
landscape means nurturing today’s
workforce to satisfy backlog demand
for aircraft and to meet demand for
the next generation of more effi-
cient, sustainable aircraft. Growing

and diversifying this workforce is
fundamental to securing the competi-
tiveness of US commercial aviation
manufacturing in a globalized
market. Some companies have taken
innovative steps to recruit, train and
retain talent. For example, South Car-
olina has been working closely with
Boeing, who recently located a 787
final assembly plant there, to create

a state-sponsored training program
and facility that can keep supplying
qualified, interested employees as the
site grows. Effective talent recruit-
ment strategies involve collaboration
among private sector, government,
and educational institutions that tar-
get numerous talent issues including
STEM education, relevant job skills
training, and the recruitment of new
talent needed to spark innovations
that will produce the next generation
of aircraft.

The industry should also take mea-
sures to lift its reputation and allure,
as other industries, over the years,
have pulled talent that might once
have been drawn to aviation.

State rankings and commentary
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What this means for your business

Top industry issues and what companies are doing

(or can do)

Issues, implications, actions

PwC’s Aerospace Manufacturing Attractiveness Rankings are a quantitative framework for assessing many pressing issues
facing industry leaders as they consider how (and where) to optimize their supply chain, control costs, and plan for future
growth. Of course, a qualitative assessment of the trends affecting each region is needed to more fully understand the cur-
rent operating environment and understand the potential challenges and hurdles in a highly dynamic global economy.

Our team at PwC is actively monitoring these factors as well as a host of other issues that cannot be fully captured in our
framework such as IP protection, cybersecurity, innovation, geopolitical developments and, perhaps most importantly,
technological disruption trends.

Based on our paper Aviation’s Second Golden Age: Can the US Aircraft Industry Maintain Leadership?, issued in December
2013, the following list were top issues that resonated with leaders—as well as implications of these issues and, most

important, what companies can do to tackle them. We encourage you to reach out to PwC'’s highly experienced Aerospace &
Defense team for an in-depth conversation on these or other topics that are top-of-mind.

Issues Implications for US competitiveness What companies are doing (or can do)

Talent Companies are under pressure as they seek Companies are being more proactive in forg-
to secure the workforce they need to achieve ing ties with government and academia to
increased production rates and continue to attract, educate, and train the next generation
innovate. Talent—both the skilled technician of manufacturers and to capture and pass on
and engineer ends—is hard to secure as the the knowledge of veteran specialists nearing
industry faces stiff competition from other retirement.
industries.

Innovation Demand for ‘greener, smarter’ aircraft and Aviation manufacturing companies can con-
greater automation in manufacturing and sider co-opting automation practices from
inspection are exerting more pressure on US other industries (e.g., automotive) and collab-
aviation OEMs and suppliers to boost innova- orate with emerging developers of technology
tion and productivity while containing costs to (carbon composites, bio-fuels) and manufac-
maintain technological leads. turing processes to maintain a leading edge as

innovators and to diversify their businesses.

Globalization Mushrooming demand for commercial fleets To thrive globally, US companies need to invest

pressures/ outside the US, especially in Asia, leaves US in securing and nurturing local talent and

opportunities manufacturers eager to sell to and expand in be vigilant when partnering with local firms,

these markets through partnerships. Yet they
need to build a strategy that prevents new
partners from turning into new competitors.

6 | 2015 Aerospace Manufacturing Attractiveness Rankings

employing strict IP protection measures and
careful technology transfer strategies.



Issues Implications for US competitiveness What companies are doing (or can do)

Availability of Financing by export credit agencies (such as Work collaboratively with lenders and pro-

capital Ex-Im Bank) and private sector lenders clearly mote the importance of export credit agencies,
drives not only OEM deliveries but also has a which is a critical backstop to commercial
ripple effect throughout the aviation industry capital in order to keep the industry healthy.
ecosystem.

Cost of labor As manufacturing spreads throughout the Companies are making long-term strate-

US—and suppliers are more able to geographi-
cally decouple from customers—companies
find greater leeway with fixed costs, including
wages.

gic relocations to take advantage of wage
arbitrage within the US, particularly in the
Southwest.

Cost manage-
ment

Pressures to manage costs prompt suppliers to
look on multiple fronts—from wages to health-
care costs, automation, commodities, energy,
transportation and maintenance, etc.

Companies that are innovative in managing
costs—from the supply chain to operations—
will be more competitive as customers weigh
pros and cons of offshoring and on-shoring to
the US. Suppliers need to find ways to compete
in a world where many orders are global and
require quick, cost-competitive fulfillment.

Energy costs

Volatile energy prices impact demand for
aviation and leave energy-intensive sectors,
including airplane parts and component manu-
facturing, vulnerable to energy cost pressures.

Companies are adopting energy manage-
ment systems and processes to contain costs.
Meanwhile, the sharp rise in shale gas and oil
production in the US bodes well in stabilizing
energy and feedstock costs for manufacturers
across the vast and diverse aircraft manufac-
turing supply chain.

Tax policy

US federal tax rates are among the highest

in the world and the tax code is extremely
complex. Depending on the state, corporate
tax rates can exert considerable pressure on
aircraft manufacturers’ bottom line and can
place US suppliers at a competitive disadvan-
tage. Companies also note the importance of a
permanent federal R&D tax credit.

Companies can lobby their federal and state
legislators for tax reform to promote an over-
haul of the current tax code to be less complex
and more competitive with global tax rates as
well as make R&D tax credits permanent and
to even increase the amount of the credit—
such as the case in New Hampshire in early
2013.

What this means for your business

7



Issues Implications for US competitiveness What companies are doing (or can do)

Regulations Many companies cite the high cost of regu- Companies can lobby their federal and state
lation as a competitive disadvantage, from representatives regarding the cost of regula-
environmental regulations to Dodd-Frank. The tion and regulation reform. Companies need to
cost of non-compliance can be considerable. build more effective and efficient processes for

compliance.

Infrastructure An acute need exists to expand and modernize The commercial aviation industry and the FAA
US critical infrastructure, including the network ~ will need to make greater strides in ‘taking
of airports, multi-modal connections, and air ownership’ of the successful development of
traffic control infrastructure. The success—or NextGen air traffic initiatives as well as making
lack thereof—in developing air transport infra- efforts to support the development of a 21st-
structure will have important implications for century airport network in the US.
the potential growth for aviation, and commer-
cial aircraft, demand in the US.

Supply-chain The pressure OEMs face to increase production =~ Manufacturers and suppliers that can adopt

innovation rates is trickling down through their supply innovations that lead to quicker production
chain, raising expectations for quicker and lead times, improve quality and contain costs
more cost-effective production, while ensuring (e.g., through automation, robotics, additive
world-class quality. manufacturing) will likely sharpen their com-

petitive edge, not only among US competitors
but also those emerging in foreign markets.

IP protection As US aviation companies expand into new Companies must put into place the right con-
markets through partnerships and business trols and protections to reduce risks of IP rights
combinations with local firms abroad, they infringement. This includes acquisitions of US
seek opportunities to expand in growing aviation companies by foreign firms which may
markets yet simultaneously run risks of losing result in threats to US leadership in aviation
valuable IP to those very partners. technology.

Cybersecurity The rising concern surrounding cyber attacks As aviation companies wade into new realms

on US critical infrastructure as well as hacking
into companies’ systems highlight the realities
of a new era of corporate and national espio-
nage and, worse, terrorism.
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of ‘compufacturing’ and relying on big data
for both manufacturing and R&D, they must
invest in proper cyber protections to prevent
potentially damaging consequences of cyber
attacks.



Appendices

PwC 2015 global aerospace manufacturing attractiveness index

Methodology

PwC’s analysis compared countries in terms of their
attractiveness as locales for commercial aircraft manufac-
turing. Our study created an ‘attractiveness ranking index
which primarily used a weighted average of three major
elements: costs (taxes, manufacturing wages, productiv-
ity), industry size (number of existing suppliers), and
infrastructure/stability/talent (including quality of
electrical and transportation infrastructure, regulatory/
legal/corruption rankings and enrollments in, and quality
of, engineering programs).

’

Changes from prior year

Major enhancements from last year include the addition
of infrastructure and stability metrics to the workforce
element. These additions help provide a more robust
assessment of the manufacturing environment in which
the aerospace companies are (or will be) operating. Refine-
ments from last year’s rankings methodology include the
addition of new tax variables and the use of proportional-
ity in our industry rankings. The latter adjustment better
reflects the difference in magnitude of suppliers between
countries (e.g., the US has seven times the number of sup-
pliers as the next largest country).

Complete raw data

Infrastructure/ Infrastructure/
Cost Industry stability/ Overall Cost Industry stability/ Overall
Country rank rank talent rank rank Country rank rank talent rank rank
Albania 28 142 100 59  Burkina Faso 126 142 106 126
A|ger|a ........................... 134 ........ 142 ................. 114 ........ 134 Burund. .......................... 134 ........ 142 ................. 136 ....... 138

Ango|a ........................... 136 ........ 142 ................. 142 ........ 140 Cambocha ......................... 1 5 ........ 142 ................. 12473

Argentma ........................ 142 ........ 142 ................. 102 ........ 133 Cameroon ....................... 123 ........ 142 ................. 103 ........ 123

Armen|354 ........ 142 .................. 8573 Canada ............................ 1 1 ........ 134 .................. 10 ........... 6

Austrana ......................... 129 ........ 140 .................. 2482 Chad ............................. 139 ........ 142 ................. 140 ........ 141

Ausma ........................... 107 ........ 141 .................. 1353 Ch”e ............................... 1 9 ........ 142 .................. 4422

Azerbauan48 ........ 142 .................. 9276 Ch|na7o ........ 134 .................. 5049

Bahram ............................. 5 ........ 142 .................. 42 .......... ; 6 Co|omb|a ....................... 130 ........ 142 .................. 88 ....... 119

Bang|adesh87 ........ 142 ................. 127 ........ 115 Costamcago ........ 142 .................. 4567

Barbados ....................... 104 ........ 142 .................. 2664 Cc‘)ted’|vo|res4 ........ 142 .................. 8793

Be|g|um ......................... 125 ........ 141 .................... 663 Croat|a31 ........ 142 .................. 4628

Bhutanse ........ 142 .................. 7259 Cyprus% ........ 142 .................. 33 .......... ; 9

Bo||v|a ........................... 122 ........ 142 ................. 108 ........ 125 CzeChRepUb“C 61 ........ 141 .................. 3236

BOtswana44 ........ 142 .................. 8257 Denmarkse ........ 142 .................... 7 .......... ) 3

Brazn ............................ 133 ........ 141 .................. 84 ........ 118 Dom|n|can Repumlc 94 ........ 142 ................. 125 ........ 120

Bu|gana31 ........ 142 .................. 6941 Egypt,ArabRep ............... 123 ........ 142 ................. 126 ....... 136
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Complete raw data (continued)

Infrastructure/ Infrastructure/
Cost Industry stability/ Overall Cost Industry stability/ Overall
Country rank rank talent rank rank Country rank rank talent rank rank
El Salvador 94 142 73 90  Kuwait 47 142 75 54
Estoma54 ........ 142 .................. 29 .......... 3 3 KyrgyzRepubhcze ........ 142 ................. 122 .......... 7 8

Eth|op|a74 ........ 142 ................. 120 ........ 107 LaOPDR ........................... 9 ........ 142 .................. 9444

leandﬁ ........ 142 .................... 124 Latwa24 ........ 142 .................. 3620

France ........................... 112 ........ 134 .................. 14 ......... 5 2 Lebanon43 ........ 142 ................. 115 .......... 8 4

Gabon ........................... 116 ........ 142 ................. 116 ....... 126 Lesothosg ........ 142 .................. 96 ......... 6 7

Gamb|aThe .................... 101 ........ 142 ................. 105 ........ 111 |_|byags ........ 142 ................. 137 ........ 131

Georg|a ............................ 1 7 ........ 142 .................. 63 .......... 2 9 thhuama44 ........ 142 .................. 28 ......... 2 5

Germany76 ........ 135 .................. 12 .......... 3 1 Luxembourg ...................... 1 4 ........ 142 .................... 3 .......... g

Ghanazs ........ 142 .................. 71 .......... 3 g Macedoma,FYR ................... 3 ........ 142 .................. 6523

Greece .......................... 119 ........ 142 .................. 53 .......... 9 4 Madagascares ........ 142 ................. 121 ........ 103

Guatema|a57 ........ 142 .................. 91 .......... 7 8 Ma|aw|52 ........ 142 ................. 111 .......... 8 7

Gumea .......................... 141 ........ 142 ................. 139 ........ 142 Ma|ays|azo ........ 141 .................. 27 .......... ] 5

Guyanaﬁz ........ 142 ................. 101 .......... 8 7 Ma“ .............................. 119 ........ 142 ................. 109 ........ 124

Ham ............................. 110 ........ 142 ................. 138 ....... 134 Ma|ta68 ........ 142 .................. 4146

Hondurasgz ........ 142 ................. 112 ........ 107 Mauntama ...................... 140 ........ 142 ................. 123 ........ 137

HongKongSARChma ........... 4 ........ 142 .................... 5 ........... 3 Maunnusso ........ 142 .................. 4327

Hungary94 ........ 142 .................. 40 .......... 6 5 Mex|co .......................... 112 ........ 142 .................. 80 ........ 105

|ce|and36 ........ 142 .................. 18 ......... ) 3 Mo|dova50 ........ 142 .................. 99 .......... 8 1

|nd|a ............................. 106 ........ 139 .................. 68 ......... 9 2 Mongo“a ........................... 7 ........ 142 .................. 95 e 42

|ndones|a21 ........ 142 .................. 5929 Montenegr034 ........ 142 .................. 60 .......... 3 7

|ran|s|am|cRep ............... 127 ........ 142 .................. 79 ........ 111 Moroccogz ........ 142 .................. 57 .......... 8 0

.I re|and ............................. 1 2 ........ 142 .................. 22 .......... ; 0 Mozamb.que .................... 115 ........ 142 ................. 1 19 ........ 129

|srae|48 ........ 141 .................. 35 .......... 3 2 Myanmar ........................ 100 ........ 142 ................. 132 ........ 126

|ta|y .............................. 138 ........ 140 .................. 37 .......... 9 5 Nam|b|a52 ........ 142 .................. 64 ......... 5 0

Jama|ca ......................... 118 ........ 142 .................. 83 ........ 109 Nepa|90 ........ 142 ................. 130 ........ 121

Japan5s ........ 137 .................... 921 Netheﬂandsgg ........ 140 .................... 4 ......... 3 5

Jordanzs ........ 142 .................. 49 .......... 2 5 Newzea|and24 ........ 142 .................. 17 .......... ) 2

k azakhstan ....................... 1 3 ........ 1 42 .................. 86 ......... 3 g N |caragua ....................... 1 0 8 ........ 1 42 ................. 1 17 ........ 12 2

Kenyago ........ 142 .................. 89 .......... 9 1 ngena42 ........ 142 ................. 131 .......... 9 6

Korea,Rep ....................... 1 6 ........ 140 .................. 30 .......... ] 4 Norway94 ........ 142 .................. 1647
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Complete raw data (continued)

Infrastructure/ Infrastructure/

Cost Industry stability/ Overall Cost Industry stability/ Overall
Country rank rank talent rank rank Country rank rank talent rank rank
Oman 38 142 48 34  Timor-Leste 40 142 133 96
Pak|stan65 ........ 142 ................. 118 ....... 102 Tr|n|dadandTobagog1 ........ 142 .................. 54 ......... 6 7
Panama ......................... 101 ........ 142 .................. 56 ......... 8 3 Tun|s|a ........................... 127 ........ 142 .................. 66 ....... 106
gy @ e v owemww
Peru 65 142 98 87  Uganda 109 142 107 116
Ph|||pp|nes58 ........ 142 .................. 77 .......... 6 7 Ukra|ne72 ........ 142 .................. 74 ......... 7 7

Po|and69 ........ 141 .................. 3945 UmtedArabEmwates ............. 2 ........ 142 .................. 20 ........... 8

Ponuga| ......................... 112 ........ 142 .................. 25 .......... 7 2 Umtedegdom 21 ........ 122 .................. 11 ........... 5

Qatar ............................... 1 ........ 142 .................. 19 ........... 7 Un|ted3tate551 ........... 1 .................. 21 ........... 1

Romama?s ........ 141 .................. 52 .......... 6 2 Uruguay ......................... 131 ........ 142 .................. 58 ....... 104
Russian Federaton 64 136 70 61 Venezuela, RB 187 142 135 139
Rwanda41 ........ 142 .................. 77 .......... 5 1 V|etnam31 ........ 142 .................. 96 ......... 5 8

saud|Arab|a ....................... 6 ........ 142 .................. 47 .......... ] 7 YemenRep 72 ........ 142 ................. 141 ........ 114

Senega| ......................... 105 ........ 142 .................. 76 ....... 101 Zamb|a46 ........ 142 .................. 90 .......... 7 1

Ser b|a ........................... 101 ........ 142 .................. 80 ........ 100 z.mbabwe ...................... 116 ........ 142 ................. 128 ....... 132

seyche||es58 ........ 142 .................. 67 .......... 5 6 .....................................................................................
Serraleone 76 142 134 113
Smgapore .......................... 7 ........ 140 .................... 3 ........... 2
Slovak Republic 65 142 38 43
s|oven|a78 ........ 142 .................. 3448
southAfncagg ........ 142 .................. 62 .......... 8 5
Spam ............................ 132 ........ 140 .................. 31 .......... 8 6
sr||_anka83 ........ 142 .................. 51 .......... 6 6
Swiame 74 w2 104 o8
Swaziland 86 142 93 99
sweden ......................... 111 ........ 140 .................. 15 .......... 5 5
sw|tzer|and ....................... 1 0 ........ 141 .................... 2 ........... 4
Ta|W an’ Chma ..................... 1 8 ........ 14 1 .................. 23 .......... ; 1
Ta"k.Stangz ........ 142 ................. 110 ........ 110
Tanzama ......................... 121 ........ 142 ................. 1 13 ........ 129
Tha||and35 ........ 142 .................. 61 .......... 3 8
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PwC 2015 US aerospace manufacturing attractiveness index

Methodology

PwC analyzed the relative ‘aerospace industry attractive-
ness’ of the US in a state-by state comparison. Our study
produced an overall ‘attractiveness ranking index’ using a
weighted average of the following major elements: taxes,
operating costs (industry and overall wage rates,
business climate, energy costs), industry size (existing
suppliers and supply/growth of workforce including avail-
able aerospace technicians, engineers, mechanics), and
educational attainment.

Changes from prior year

Enhancements from last year’s index include the creation

of a separate category for tax and the use of effective tax
rates instead of statutory rates. Operating costs now reflect
both industry wage rates and overall employee wages which
provides a better gauge of wage dynamics in the state and

a more appropriate weighting to labor (relative to other
expenses) in the operating costs category. Finally, the
industry ranking now includes employment growth rates (in
addition to number of employees) and is based on aero-
space companies as well as metal fabricators as opposed to
broader manufacturing talent.

Complete raw data

Tax Opex Industry Education  Overall Tax Opex Industry Education  Overall
State rank rank rank rank rank State rank rank rank rank rank
Alabama 27 15 18 34 22 Montana 18 1 39 38 25
AIaSka30494244 ........... 5 0 Nebrask331294928 ........... 4 3
Anzona24352320 ........... 2 8 Nevada ...................... 1314842 ........... 4 0
Arkansa540 ............ 92447 ........... 3 g NewHampsh|re48413825 ........... 4 8
Ca“fomla3446 ........... 6 ........... 4 ........... 2 0 NewJersey414827 ............ 3 ........... 3 7

Comrado ................... ; 247 ........... ; 2 ............ 8 ........... 13 NewMex|0035215040 ........... 4 6

Connect|cut3250 ........... ; 9 ........... ; 4 ........... 3 3 NeWYorKZOZB ........... ] 7 ............ 1 ............ 6

De|awar950432641 ........... 4 9 Northcaro||na25 ............ 922 ........... ; 5 ........... 10

F|or|da ...................... ; 421 ............ 5 ........... ) 2 NonhDakOta .............. ; 9384144 ........... 4 4

Georg|a ...................... 831 ........... ; 1 ........... ; 6 ........... 6 0h|026 .......... ; 8 ............ 1 ........... ) 7 ............ 3

Hawa“ ....................... 9443927 ........... 3 7 0k|ahoma ................... 7 ............ 93237 ........... 16

|dah021 ............ 62943 ........... 2 7 Oregon362121 ........... ] 9 ........... 2 6

||||no|s47 ........... ; 2 ............ 7 ............ 6 .......... 11 Pennsylvama4627 ............ 2 ........... ; 2 ........... 18

|nd|ana22 ........... ; 8 ........... ; 532 ........... 18 Rhode|s|and43403129 ........... 4 5

|owa49 ............ 44633 ........... 4 1 SOUthcam“na ............. ) 3 ............ 23629 ........... 14

Kansassas? ........... ) 523 ........... 3 2 SOUthDaKOta ............... 1 ........... ; 34746 .......... 3 1

Kentuckyzg ............ 3 ........... ; 439 ........... 16 Tennessee ................. ; 5 ............ 73426 .......... 15
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